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ABSTBACT 

This profile describes the characteristics of day 
care providers and federally supported day care settings in Idaho* 
The report evaluates the quality of care and the impact of the 
Federal Interag^dncy Day Care Bequireuents (FIDCB) both froB the 
perspective of the state and local agencies which aust adninister 
federal day care dollars and froa the perspective of day care 
operators vho nust aeet federal standards* Statistics are provided on 
the three najor types of licensed or certified day care settings 
vhich receive federal funds in Idaho: Day Care Centers, Faaily and 
Group Day care Hoses, and In*-HOBe Care settings. The Idaho day care 
services profile provides data on: (1) the characteristics of 
children served by day care, (2) the day care services offered 
(health and psychological, social services, transportation) , (3) a 
description of day care providers (previous education, training, work 
experience), (H) providers* working conditions (staff/child ratios, 
training opportunities, working hours and benefits) , and (5) parent 
involvesent* It is hoped that this data will provide a baseline for 
upgrading service in Idaho* A total of 33 tables and charts 
supplesents the text. (CS) 
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Mr. John Crc).';.«;man, Project Officor 
Kofjjon X Dt pt. oi. Health, >:ducation 

end V.V) faro 
Arcado VUxy.n Uuildin'?, M.S. 610 
131^1 Second Avcmue 
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Dear Mr. Cronnman: 

RR; Contract No. n>I74->15-HEW, RXDCS Supplomont 

UNCO, Inc. is pleased to submit these state profiles of 
Podorally supported day care settings, provider character is- 
txcs and consumer relations as the second major product of 
the Hogion X day care evaluation effort begun in July of 
iS?/2. •••ho rhirty-rhrcc tables included in the: profiler, for 
each state v/ore initially presented v;ith Regionally agqro- 
gated data in Volume Throe of the major study. A.«; a part 
of the coiiti m.jjig el fort to moot the day care noc dr. of Iho 
ctatc!;* citizens with quality day care, those data have U-on 
presented for each state as a baseline for upgrading 
fiorvicos. 

The UNCO project staff would like to express the pleasure- 
it had in working with the staff of the DliEW Region X office 
and to conmifjnd the Regional office ajiproach of maximizing 
the use of data made twailable during the initial, expensive 
data collection effort. 



Sincerely, 





Elizabeth ^. Dif fomial 
Manager, Northwest* Programs 
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A PROriLE OP FKUEKALLY SlJPl'OUTKD DAY CAKK 

IN IDAHO 



1 . 0 INTKODUCT ION 



in 



V t''^""^-^ ox tno major ovaluntion of child firr» it, 

number for VoJumo One is PB 221 « ? " 1*"° ^'^«'»»i"n 

and Volume 'fhroris ^B Ll 4" tL -^IT" ^? 

and $9.00 for the conplote se^.' ' " P""^ ^"l""""' 

iJjforS^'wSflh^ias'^i^JSded L^'^f '"^ 
Volumo Throo of the oriSriaf^^^S^ « whole i 

in thi« report develop I S?off?« ^^; Z^'"'''^ '""^ 

day care providers and o/r^^^i?,? ''"a'^actori sties of 

settings in Idaho? federally supported day care 

Several nationaJ actions have occurred in the .n,., ^ 
euro Bxnco th<. najor otudy was coil^letod in Lrch? ^Jvsf 

^'^V the incro<,a<.d payments r< .mA<! An 

exi.1,1 n.ntion of parent.-i- use of in-l,on» c.it, . 
difj,,].,y,.d in the tablou of this rof ilr r^^, \ 

^ u?tino'?roS^'^"^ incConloAc"""' 
rculting from the loss of this typo of care 

M^^^^^^^^^^^^^ ...n.., 
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B^r COPY AViUUBLf 

The* tU':)atc; conl invoi; ov« r tho ccnnpol:in*f vi' V.j; of d.iy 
Cixrv nr. a prjinry, dovi'.l « .piui-nta] ;k'rv.i(?i.' in crhildii ii 
cind .in .'jpp) o}.)? alo vchicrlc for dt«l i vr-rinq a full 
ranyc of luaUh r.nd m*cial .sorvitror; Vfr:;\):: ir.f>r<- 
cii c'u:nf:c;riU a vjov/ of day caro a?; a r.ocoix: iry 
!iU).|uirt !;c.ivir(^ to parental ompJ<»y!.. nt. '/l**. i..it ion.tl 
OflJfc of ("Jjiiil D.-vrlopMcnt. in cmi-.ntjy <•( .)i I : .;ct. i i,.; 
for a nal ioii.'l il.-sy i\'.v%^ c*otjr;uir.( r Mirvt-y u, lih-J (»ut 
whal p.jrt*nt;;* ' .Np« ct al i ( ui;: and p) • f «'r<'rK'« in 
the a.t'a of (l..y ciro. The data in thi:: :;t..i.- pio{i!. 
prov.i cv.' .soi.K- t>J what that nat ioi^.t] :;urvcy in.iy rtv. .i) 
olxnU parent au od:; and probJcin.s. 

In Kfuion X, iJio I'udt ral Kocjional Connci I hmt adopt fd an 
act ion plan to ijr.prov.- tho qualitiy of Pt'dt-rally Mipporlr-d t: 
care, i^i.M^d oa the rofonir..i.'ndationn made in the d.-.y c-a # v..nV 
at ion nludy. An a pari, of thifi plan, tho Day Care- r.tihcfcm i . • . 
of the ToOoral Kofjion.il Council, which inoludoc r.j^i r:w.nt ..1 iv 
of tljo four 5;tato5i in tho Uocjion, har» worV.od with U::C0 to 
develop a ironitorim.) fjuido for the 19C8 PlDCll. T)k. qui do ir; 
comploto, and the Rocjion is bocjinniny a cooporati Vf> proct :::; 
with each of tho stator; to develop a otato plan for ir.orovint? 
I-odcfrally inii>i>ortod day caro 53orviccs. Tho data pri-nont^d 

tn^r. j»-r,-r.... nrovinr. a basoiine doscri.b Im. Lhv ..uirrcr.t 
r.t.ato ot piovidor tirt.inimr, paront invo3\oi.;cinl., aji<i t>:'^ n-wi- 
of rcciuiroct .-iorvicei; which are being provided by oixrator;; in 
Idaho, 

3t J;; hoped i)jat ar: t.))o f;tatof: in tho Korp'on plan for day i'ar^« 
f;ervi<.'e;: and prepare annual budgctK, tho;:o data will be m.eJul 
as; oinpirical backup material. 

1 . 1 DAY CAUK r.iri'TIKCS 

Thoro are throe major types of licensed or certified day oart 
sottan<j« whicli rcceivo Federal funds in Idaho — day 
care center jj, family and group day care homof?, anr. oaro prc»~ 
VJded xn a child own home or in tho hojno of a rolutivo. 
Thtj KIDCH dor.cribo these tyi>c» of caro as follows: 

l^}y^r:V.*\.,£CPS^^''* Any pliico that roceivor. qroupn of 
13 or j;ior<' cliii.iien for day care. It way ui e (u -):; 

on the U.itiii; ol. atjo and ::r'<'cial need, but pn.v.i<;< :. 
oppoi I nn J t if.j; for Iho <«>:perjonco and ItMrninM thit 
acroiuj.on ier; mixiiiq of aq<»n. ftenler?; do i.r,t tuaiallv 
atteti.j.t to fiijnulato f.uiiijy living. Centi i:; i.i .y !.«• 
e;;t.4M ir.hed in .i varir-iy <,f placer;: priv.il.- .Jv/. I I 1 1.:- , 
scat 1. lu. nt hoj.r.e:;, f;ohooJr;, chuicher:, :;o<:j.,i , « , 
publ ic hour;in<i units, .si^eoial fac j 1 i ti« j;. 
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^'aL"'J -^vL jy y'"* ^'"^ Homo » An occupied rc».«}jdonco in whii'h a 
IKTSoir'n-vjulaiiy provides day caro lor cix or I«.'W« r 
chiJdron inrludinq the caroqlvor*s own childr»*ii and 
othcrij not: related by blood or marriage. It in oGpncially 
suitabln for infants, toddlers, sibling group;; ami for 
noighborhood-basod day caro programs includin»j thorn-' for 
children nooding after-school caro. 

Crou p Doy C.^ro Homo . An extended or modified msid^nc 
an whTclT*^iay care is regularly provided for ccivcn to 12 
children including the caregiver's own children and othorn 
not related by blood or marriage, it uses one or r.ovt ral 
employeon. It is suitable for children who need boCon — 
and after-school caro, who do not require a great doal 01' 
individual attention and who can profit from coniidi.rablo 
association with their peers. 

Tn-ltowo (\irr*. Child care scirvices provided in the 
child's own^TToino, or in another person's hom<', wh<»re all 
of the children cared for are from one family. 



3 . ) . 1 Day Caro Cent<;rs 



Fifteen day care centers serving Federally funded children 
vKire randomly selected for study in the State of Idaho. Of 
thei;o, almost half were proprietary or private, for-profit 
ccntcjrs, another quarter were centers which were sponsored by 
a private, non-profit organisation such as a church, a non- 
profit day care corporation, or a community service agency. 
Twenty-six percent of the centers were run by piblic agencies 
and were funded almost totally with public monies. A subset 
of those were the Head Start affiliate programs which com- 
priju'd 13^ of the sample (Table 1.1). The Idaho sample 
inc UuUd about twice as many private, for-profit cutj.rj: than 
were randomly selected in the other states in the Keg ion. 



1.1.2 The Kffect of g )onsor Typo on a Day Caro Center i* rr>t } ram 



The availability of Federal monies for child care has not 
reduced private-profit oporauors* costs since they are not 
eligible for many of the direct Federal reimbursom»ntn, 
grants and other benefits of non-profit status. I'rivato- 
prolit center programs tend to be geared to middle income 
families whose health, nutritional and educational n»eds 



*I>rnJt 19V2 FlliC Requirements. 
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TABLE l.I 

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OP DAY CARE CENTERS 
CURRENTLY RECEIVING PEDEli?VL FUNDS IN 

IDAtIO 




Percent of Centers 
{n«15) 


Con tor Type 




Private profit 
Private* non-profit 
Public 

Head Start affiliate 


47% 

27% 
13% 
13% 


Center Sizes (Licensed Capacity) 




Up to 30 children 
31 to 60 children 
More than 60 children 


53% 
33% 
13% 


City Size 




Area of 2500 or less population 
2500 to 50,000 
50,000 to 250,000 
250,000 plus 


20% 
60% 
20% 
0 


Location 




Urban residential 

Industrial 

Conuocrcial 

Suburban residential 
Rural area 


40% 
0 

7% 
27% 
27% 


Federally Funded Children as Percent of 


Total Children enrolled 


Percent of Federally Funded 
Children 


Percent of Centers 
(n«15) 


Up to 20% 
20 to 39% 
40 to 59% 

CO to 79% 
HO to 100% 


53% 
13% 

♦ 

0 
0 

m 
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iirc (Urfunmt from tho lower income famiJios worvod primarily 
in inori? heavily f<ubsidi;5ed public programs. Since wotinq 
hoaJth and aocia] corvico needs costs bo much, privato-prof it 
centers* rarely provide any of these support fi< rvicoK, ir.d 
u«ually must make a number of staff imj compromir.rr. nii-.ply to 
break even. As Table 1.2 nhows, a total of 53?, of thi- day 
care center facilities sainplcd in Idaho wore ownta by ih<* 
operator or another private party. These are tl»e i>riViitA.', 
for-profit centers. The Regional profile, which .includt'd 
a larger sample of all sponsor typos, revealed that 7Hl of 
all private-profit centers paid a considerable rental or 
morttjaqc payment for their center each month, v;hil»» acc. of 
the non-profit centers and 29% of the public centerr. opt ratted 
in donat'd space. There is no difference in the amount of 
utat<? p.tyn)<nt.n v/hich tho three sponsor types recfivo ptr 
child pt:i day. T)ierefore, generally, a larger part o! a 
private center 'ji income is spent for facility payment.': .»nd 
other overhead costs than in non-profit or public cenUrs. 

Since fJeptember of 1969, Federal matching funds to cover som^ 
start up costs have boon available to private, non-profit 
organi::ations through amendments to tha Social Security Act. 
Department of Agriculture food reimbursement monies are 
avaijabje to non-profit sponsors, althongn a iarge numrv^r or 
them have not begun to take advantage of theso sources. 

Public centers are sponsored by a variety of public agencies 
or organizations. Sponsors of public day care centers sampled 
in Idaho included Community Action Agencies and Migrant 
Councils. These are not the only centers which receive public 
funds; however, publicly sponsored programs usually recoive 
most of their funds from state and Federal government and are 
able to provide a considerably wider range of support s<trvict 
than do private or most non-profit centers. 

Partly hct?au«e of the geographic location of many priv.iK- 
centers and bocaufic? of the upper income limit.;: for turnWiwux 
in public center;;, center enrollments frogur ntly r' i l* r\ 
economic ne<jri-gai ion. In Idaho, fewer than 20'f. oi t J»r- « J.jMn t. 
m j3*u ol th cent«»ra were Federally suhsid i z<-d, whih- ii, jj- 
of tho centers, more than SOV. were Federally VAtlm ul} /A-d 
(Table 1.1). Tho Regional profile reveals that thoi;^' with 
fewest Federally- subsidized children are the for-profit 
centerr. — CO?, of private, non-profit centers had fev/er tJutn 
20% Federally funded children — , while many of the non-proiit 
and public centers se»ved almost all Federally- fundi -d 
childre n— 27V. of the m.n-profit and 77? of the publ it- cenlt-r.n 
lad (•nronment?; of 80 to 100% Federally- funded childfu. 
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TABLE 1.2 
FACILITY OWNERCHIP BY 

IDAHO 


SPONSOR TYPE 




• 

Ovmed By 


Percent of Centoi-s 
(n«17) 




Religious Organization 


33% 




Non-profit Coromutiity Organiza^ 
tion (YMCA, etc.) 


7% 




Hospital 


7% 




Bousing Authority 


0 




Other City/County/State Agency 


0 




Business or Industry 


0 




operator owned 


46% 




Other Private Party 


7% 





TABLE 1.3 

MONTHLY SPACE LEASE/MORTGAGE ARRANGEMENTS 

IDAHO 


Loasf»/Mo7*tqage Arrangement 


Percent of Centers 
(n-17) 


Rental/Mortgaoe Payment 
Full Cost 


• 33 % 


Rental /I'lortgayo Payment 
Partial Co«t 


13% 


Donated Space 


33% 


• 

Other 


20% 
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1.1.3 Day Can; llomns 

^tf.lJ'V^^ probably serve more pre-school chil<!rr.n than 
any other day care arrangements. They also froqu'nUv lorL 
the school-aqf> brotl>crs and sisters of thoL pro- ioolor- 
f^.? il"^' """^^f of children cared for in n 

(ittll is. three. The Regional avorano is 3.8 

^t]^Z '*{• , S^'venty-nine percent of the family dav care 

Jes^ r:'" ^'^''^"^ areas wI?h 25oS or 

ttl I'^POlation, reflecting the importance of day caro 
hones as a source of care in small towns and rural areas. 



1.1.4 In-llome Care 



1.2 



The ma-jority of in-home providers are located hv t he .«,-^„, .. 
th.,^elvo=. and frequently arc relatives or acg^a n^ancc^^ 
fn ld"ho--or ?n^h° ^'">^^^'f i" ^hc child's cJ^ hX.'-Tli' 
fT-.hi; 1 5? ?, ^® """'^ °^ provider~29% in Id.iho 
il'rc L ;h»; ^"""'ver, the distinguishing feature of in-homo 
fa-M.. providers care for the children from one 

IrLnn^fS^e^'^^har^IS? "'"f"'' sa:^i:rin'5daho';^;e in 
co:^a%:^*Si^rSe'ke°gioL1 ^^ILl;. ^aS!*'"' proportion 

SERVED IK CENTERS. HOM... tk,- 



^•2.1 Chi3dron r,or^fo.d by r/^ni-rv^-o 



i:go"group'(?i^,f !" ^^^^Lrf^f:S?nS/«- - 

the Region. Although one of the 15 centers samnlc-d in 
Idaho served at least one infant (Table llvjfinf-mti 
fl^\?tZ^V^ °i P°P"lotion of ail of Tho cent.-i-. 

bif ^L, , centers served at least one school-ag.'d chi i 
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TABLE 1.4 

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES 
RECEIVING FEDERAL FUNDS IN 
IDAHO 



Size (Liconscd Capacity) 

Avorayo number of children per homo 



City Size 

Up to 2500 
2500 to 50,000 
50,000 to 250,000 
250,000 or more 

Total children in care in 28 homes 



79% 

0 
21% 

0 

85 



TABLE 1.5 

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF IN-HOME CARE 

RECEIVING FEDERAL FUNDS 
IDAHO 


SERVICES 
IN 


Size 




Average nximber of children per home 


3,3 


City size of Location 




Up to 2500 
2500 to 50,000 
50,000 to 250,000 
250,000 or more 


10% 
45% 
18% 
27% 


Placo Caro is Provided 




Child's home 
Provider's home 


71? 
29% 


Total children in caro in 21 homon 


69' 
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Another category of children who raroly arc cnrod for in day 
St«^»tT"^''''V'' ^^"^ physically handicapped or emotionally^ 
disturbed, ivo percent of all children in the day care 
tTt'^l^ J^^^nplcd in Idaho had a physical handicap, while 
f-Jnhin 1 A? "-i:?^ as emotionally disturbed by center diroctorn 
ienterc. p;vJnf%S^°1^^^ reflects the Regional avcr.K:o for 
Contois. Five of the day care centers namplod in IdaJio 
Borved a physically handicapped child, whilo four ::orv«.rt at 
least one child with an emotional diiiturbanco (Tablo 1.9). 

The children of miyrant farm workerr. and other bilinqual 

Sai f ^r" ^''^^ '"'^'^''^v i'^J'li^^^Vly l<*»^-Ocr proportion in Jdaho's 
day ciro centers than the Key ional avoracje. Ten percent ot 

wo^VoJii r".^" ^^^^ centers sampled were from migrant farm 
wS^vS ^f^'^J-'-^'?' as compared with 71 in the Rocjion an a 
^?tnio, ^'"^^^^ • "^^^ children of migrant worJ-ers ar>poared 
almost entirely in special migrant centers supported with 
r^in^/'"''?*''- ^^li'^^ual children or children\;ho spoko onlv 
? ^? iS2 ^^^^^"^90 were foun^ in 27^ of the centers (Table ' 

^""^ composed 10% of the total center population 
sampled, as compared with 5^ of the center population of the 



^•^•^ Children Served in Family Day Care Homes 

The 28 family day care homos sampled in Idaho served a 
ihfVSr J^^oPo^tioii of infants, toddlers and scliool-aqcd 
f^tlllv'^nnTr ^^^.^^^5° centers. Nineteen pr-rcont rli Uu> 
r>opulaLion of family day care homes were infants under J 8 

averaae^^^ (Table 1.6) considerably higher than the Ljional 
and ^2.1.^ r h Given the current interest in infant, care 

""L^^^ empirical results which have come from 
»^n^n? ' i^V''*^ setting which meets an infant's d-vr-lop- 
mental needs best should have a small group of childroi, of 
Qow^turn^iv^;. addition, the staff Ihould provide J- taCle 
in?n«^e r'^^' ^^<^-^o^ono relationships with the 

iS;^ J ^ ^ general, day care homes offer more good infant 
clivers ir.'^'r and certainly at less'expPnse than 

^ t staff ratio, experts estimate the 

cost of infant center care at $2500 per child per year. 

Toddlerfv aged 19 to 35 months old, comprise 27% of Idaho's 
tnai^\ ^ homer^opulation (Table 1.6), sliqhtly moro i ha t ho 
r<egion.a average of 2Sr f«r homos. The f.,mi]y day car!- 

th^ ; l'»"'>P'>tHc,n or iod.ih .r. 

ti.in .u.y ol th.. r. Imt caio r.otting:; bofli in Hi.,hr, ..„cj i„ 
the? iU'tinm a v/ii<,li.. 
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1.2.3 



Xcss than thcir%oprcf:"ia?ioS\rcc„$^s i°Sr"* 
School-age children accounted for 21?^f t '■' 

family day care homes? slightly L" thfn ^Llr''pBf^°" 

anHh^t 's"verbv r^muTdw''' P°""^-'"°n.=oricd in centers 

aSJS'tlo^'Sf^es^ °" ?^ thc°s?a'tc's-oxc«pt ^s:rv;;';c." 

A^dUSnsod ctrnc?'°£i:i?^'^S'S"°" "° ^^ooI-vK-d children, 
caro for the schoo^-^o^rt iJ^i^^ P'^ovidorn frcuontly 

■ihey nro o?ton located noar JS2'^h?L''''°:^''l'"''''-'° ''••>'-^- 

convenient. hLe-ulf setUng'lof beS^SHI te^^cil^ ° 
care of young school-ago children. after-school 

SrH S lift: SrH"^^^^^ " 




In the 21 in-homo care settings sampled In Td-,h« 4.v,^ 
^hU^^e^-^?^?.'^^^^^^ 

were school aged (Table 1 6» Lfl "^lil^rcn in In-hoino caro 
school-aged c?ndren"as io^Ad thl'^8?'^°t^rS'^^°' 

X"2Ty'°fo2ir'?^r?hra"'' iL^,roi°iis 

sAigntiy tower than the average for the Region (11%). 
toddJi r:; wro cjirfd for L C .ivorngo. 1.,>w<t 

day ......... in'^:,,-Tf\h^r„L':tron,.,';?onT" '•'""^^ 
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J care 

PTOj^morSfLffr^-''"*'"* have about » , 

the firs? grade iifr^". "9°" tlJoo to onl^^??" "'^ 

<>co«oniic ar% wo^i*^^ ^«^i<aaho. Cnro needs ^'^^^^^ ^^"^^^ 
Pnycholoqiral :7^*^*»<^ion of parents nnri ^^f? ^^^'^ 

the m ^^^A. 

Children '1*^^'''' ^» ""ho. 93% orr . 



number of children presoiirat%«i ^^"^.^"^^^'^^^^ °« tho 
monthly ovcrho.d oxpcnsoffor ?S<^ ^'"^ "^"^^ ^"^^i^ 

dospito the number of chiJd?on f^^^^*'''' the same, 

order to maximize the use of served. Therefore? iA 

center., will accept onrmi'^^^^Sf^^ h2?f ^''^•^^ 

rcyuxar, half-time children. 

»hor.,: rhiUi brcomos i?I mu^t'oitS^'^ ""S"^ working parent- 

^•^•2 '••amiiv Day rare ltem»« 

Ninety-six percent of the 2B ^ 

in Idaho Offer full day carl for e^4?5^ sampled 
Many family day care hL». f «5 =*>xldren (Table l.Jl) 

do centers. lor?y!?h5^°pe?cfSt "^"^".''"^^""t^ouis than 
ho«.es open for ca« at |,§o " m «^ ^^^^^ c^^o 
evening oaro. ^vonty-four do;?;^? ^^t" 1** provide 
care, 331 occasionally D^vlSf S^^***.*"* of*or ovorni„;,L 

K^^hrSy^d^^ F^^^^^ 

-h Wider ran.e^ °«n%-'iJ?„%<=S-"^^^^^^^^^ 
Twonty-one nrrcont f-.m<i.. ^ 

Idaho j;amplo ofjor dron-^^ i.- ^^'^'^^^ providers in tho 

or irregular neods for care (Jabf^ n J*^'" ""l-rodictablo 

percentage Of ho,ne. than"Sc'ncaiUi\^i-,,3^^|/«,i. 1^ 

tti^^!:'2;^„?r.'j anirf::?:Vdfv"=""^''\^°^ p--t« 

the. C8'4 of f^.mijy day ciro nroS?-" """J r...luros j,. 

childr<..n in contrn8?\o ^one o^tSeV'? for i i 

Thia feature moans that for nJJ5»^° oonters (TabJ<i l.il) 
the working pnrcntfo) can LJ^^h ~"tine childhcxi inn.'-,.;- 
Situation to'proJJide'care fo^the^^hSldr <5ay caro ^ 
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3» 3 IxWIoino Cnrc 



provido care during tho o^oni^nid fo? nrJ":^'"'"^ prc,y.idora 

in-home sottin , 5 ^ orn^nrl . S"^ ^^^^"^ ^^^^^^ '^he 
ovornjcjht carS sin^e. fho ^^"^ "^^^ convenient for 

on^;a''iSna??rprov^^^^ --^"larly 
the Regional aiorago of stl ^itT^t^ff' somewhat loss than 
care provides Tgrlat Lai lior^ f?..5?f*H^.^ in-home 
All in-home providers interv?«L5^«?f^ii^y ^^^^'^ °^*"tor care, 
for ill children, a^d JSforovldf of^""^ ^^t^ ^^""^ provide care 
proportion fofSiy'^Jype^^/ ca^^^^^^^ holidays^-the largest 

OTHER SERVICES OFFERED RV rPMn.i.nc 




contcirs, it would br, m^Zl\^ ^ °^ Idaho's day care. 
S^^AoMHf - oT f ^-^^^^^^^^^^^ care 

tic services "ro o£fcr^ ?h« preventive and diaqnoG- 

voluntoor or %?af? me^or to S^^i*^ "fS^"' "'"'=<^' private 
Psychiatric or medical care whf^J^ f^ '=<-^»^vico= . :)ontal, 
unfix<d costs cannorbe bS!lt 1^?^^"''°^'"'" unprodict.,l.ao and 
only on roasonalZ ,«,?^„t foes ?h« Pf''?"'" ""ich oporat.,^ 
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TABLE 1,X2 

HEALTH AND PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY DAY CARE 
CENTERS RECEIVING FEDERAL FUNDS 


• 

Type Qf Service 


Percent 


of Centers Providing 
tne servxces 
(n«15) 


General Physical 






27% 


(e.g. hearing f sight) 






40% 


InnocuXations & 
Inuaunizations 






27% 


Emergency Care 






60% 


OUter Medical Treatiaent 






20% 


Psychological 
Assessment 






13% 


Dental Examination 






33% 


Dental Treatment 






33% 


Psychiatric Care 






7% 



• 

1,4.2 SociaJ Sorvirtr. to tho Family 



Which thQv^w fl^S P^f?"^^ ot^^r coinmunity rosourccs 
directors cionorallv fciii- .^i^v "^^^ ^ox-pi u^.xc cuacui. 




centers which had a par^rtTml sicJal wSkor in fh^,?'^ 

a whole wore public cont^rR m^o^ 21^ ?f I«*aion as 

affiliateis. ^'^'''^^^ centers, most frequently Head Start 



for familie/ortho chnlreS L ca^f'^^^i^^ '^"'"^^^^^ 
few Of the responses from ?daho dfr^ctorl: ^"^^^ '"^ 

fr^ n»uch«-we should not take all rosponsibilitv 
from the parent.- (Private, for-profit center) ^ 

"Encouracjo them to seek holp from the proper a.-oncv « 
(Private, non-profit center) i'iopor agency. 

"Should b(t involved in rtforral huh HmnN.^i 4 .i- 

Close at hand. Othei^i wo'eoi.d'npro^^^^ 

too thin.- (I'ubllc, ileum ;;tart affiJiatc) ' 
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RESPONSIBILITV FOR SOCIAL SEKVICES 
IN DAY CARE CKNTERS 



Center Director 
I Part- time Social Worker 
I Other 

No formal resi>onsibility assigned 

I Percent of centers which provide 
referral sorvicos to parents 
whose children may have 
behavioral or learning problems 
Which require professional 
attention. 



Center 
(n-lS) 



33?. 

7% 

53% 



67% 



TABLE 1.14 

PERCENT OK CENTKl^S WHICH I^ROVIDE TRANSPORTATION 
TO AND PROM THE CHILD'S HOME OR SCIIoSl 



Centers 
(n.-^l5) 



Center provides transportation for 
all enrolled children. 

Center provides transportation for 
those who need it. 



7% 
7% 
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As thotio statomonts reveal, tho philosophy of tho cpon.soriiui 
agency or group toward social services is stronqly rof loctod 
in tho day caro centers which they operate. In general 
churches, YWCA's and special Federal programs (:;uch as 
Community Action Agencies) fool more responjiibility for 
providing social work services than otnor non-profit day caro 
corpora I. ions or profit centers. 



3.4.3 Tran ?^pf)r tation 

Au in shown on Table 1.14, 7% of tho conterfs sampled jn 
Idaho regularly provide transportation to and from th^. 
center. This is a smaller proportion than tho lO'i Kogional 
average. The Regional profile revealed that the trani;porta- 
tion which was provided was almost always provided by iicad 
Start affiliates and other publicly- funded centers. 

In conclusion, in Idaho and the Region as a whole, the 
only centers which can afford to provide what would be 
called comprehensive services to children, such as health 
social and psychological services and transportation, are' 
thonc which operate on soroethina more than reason^blo tvnronf 
fees— public and private, non-profit centers. la addition, 
It js the latter centers which take a greater responiiibility 
for arranging for these services which are available at 

sJ;^Li"r.riJ!^ r''^ ^^'^ community through some other I'ederal, 
state or local programs. 



^•^ OlMCjUPTlON or IDAHO'S DAY CARK PRQVinKRc; 



Providing child caro requires an enormous amount of energy 
and effort. Creating an atmonphoro which fosters tho qrowth 
and security of children eight to 14 hours a day, five days 
a week, can bo physically and emotionally strenuous, thoucih 
rewarding. It is of interest to look at tho character isticr; 
Of the considorable number of women and the few men who have 
chosen to provide care for children as an occupation. As an 

a^e^ S;e^n^Alrf 1-15,1.10, 1.17 display idaho provide?- 
ar»of., the number of mem and women working in day caro. and 
-ho years they have been working in the field. 

As Table l.lf. shows, different caro settings attr.irl difforcni 
agt. groups. Intfrcr.t ingly, Idaho has a slightly diJTc>ront 
providor piofilo than tho rust of the utatoa in Uic k<M,i<>ii. 
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TABLE 1.15 
AGE OF CHILD CARE PKOVIDEHS 


Ago Groups 


Center 
Staff 
(n« 128) 


Family 
Day Care 
Providers 
(n«28) 


In-Ilome 
Caro 
(n=:21) 


Under 18 

18-25 

26-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65 years or older 
Tot&l 


0 
28% 

.9 V V 

13% 
12% 
14% 
0 

100% 


0 
25% 

18% 
4% 
18% 
3% 
100% 


19% 
33% 
24% 
14% 

0 

0 
10% 
100% 



TABLE I.IC 
SEX OF CHILD CARE PROVIDERS 


Sex 


Center 
Staff 
(n« 113) 


Family 
Day Care 
Providers 
(n«28) 


In-IIorao 
Provider 
Cn«21) 


Women 
Men 


93% 
7% 


100% 
0 


100% 
0 



TABLE 1.17 

LENGTH OF TIME WORKING IN THE FIELD OF DAY CARE 


Time in the 
Field 


Center 
Directors 
(n«l5) 


Family 
Day Caro 

Providers 

(n«28) 


In-Home 
Provider 1 
(n^21) 


I#er.o than one year 
One to two ycnra 
Tv;o to fivo yfarn 
Fivtj to ten yoars 
Koi.f than t<.*ji yeara 
Total 


7% 

13% 
47% 
20% 
13% 
3.00'£ 


39% 
18% 

32% 
4% 
4% 

.n 


52% 
33'i 
107. 
0 

'.v. 
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^^n^^^^'^r'^^-?*"' ^P^^^rt and Alaska, almost throo timos an many 
center ctatf momhcrs and in-homo providers arc 25 years old 
or younger than are family day caro providers, who typically 
are between the ages of 26 and 44. In Idaho, center J^taffs 
tend to be slightly older than the Regional average, and 
family day caro providers are slightly younger. 

Twenty-oight percent of center staffs arc 25 years oM or 
youngor a;; comp.uod with a Kogional average of 43v riitv- 
two i.oic:,rnt of I lie in-home providers are 25 and yoGngr r, 
higher than the- Kogional avcrrago of 43?.. More of Jdaho':; 
family day caro providers (25^) are 25 or younger, than the 
Kegional average of 14%. 

Day care is almost exclusively a woman»s occupation in 
Idaho and across the Region (Table 1,16). Only 7^ of all 
center staffs sampled in Idaho and only 11% in the Region 
as a whole, are men. No family or in-home providers in 
Idaho xvoro men, and only one man provides in-home care in 
the Region. This reflects the traditional low status of 
child care as an occupation for men. In addition, the 
h^^^T child care is quite low for household 

?; although women who are heads of households work in 

^^'"^ center directors surveyed in Idaho have 
been working in their field of day care for five year-, or 
longer, and another 47i have been in the field from two to 
five years (Table 1.17). Twenty percent of the center 
eTf^'u.?''",^''''''' worked in day care for two years or J<.r;s, a 
Jii, 1^ '^'^''^ proportion than the Regional average of 2<Ji. 
n^T^^^Vfr^fu'"'''' ''^^^ ^^"^ longest experience in the ficOd a^o 
primarily the operators of the oldest form of day caro, tho 

several 'yoars^'''^^^^ centers, which they have operated for ' 

nr^ih^^rj; P^'^c^"^.?^ the family day caro providers and 85^ 
^L^ ? ^"75''"''' PJ^oviders sampled in Idaho have worked as day 
care providers for loss than two years (Table 1.17), Thi- L 
near the Regional average proportion of providers in each' of* 
the caugorios— SC'i of family day care providers and 88^ of 
yelr^ or^Tor ^^""'^ Regionally have worked in day care for two 
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Although it is common for centers to qc^lo(-^ ^i -.rr ^« i 

docs not suugc«t thot formal training has no Imr-ac" on f d^v 
care., center program, rather, that formal training is not a^ 
sufficiont indox to predict a "warm" center atmSLhorS 
tinUinyi. r.uch as those have influenced the current omDh-,..!.. 

j|3?c^^;;ir:r-^i%Li''?^^^^^^^^^ 

vxdors do not involve screonlmj on the basisof c ducat io^? 

w"*:"* ^^''^ fiiruily and ir-homc provider r«-,----^-' 

(47%) than the average for the Region as a whole (61%?: 

doscJibod"EyU! r'K:?ser?rna"L^f^°^"'r education 
center directors ^erHore Sikel^ii^h'^Cf Prxvato, non-profit 
doarop- \i<™_r i iiKSly to have one or more academic 

U^o ;l'gL,^I.-35v;r '^""<="^^"" ^-x'^l-^ tha„\.h<, av...r...j;.. tor 

If to iho'infonr'a' traf^r"''^^^^ 5"""? ^"<^ ''^"'^ Providers 
inronnal training they have had for working with 

Cam^r?,1r °^M?' ^" ^^"^^J "'1-72, Abt Associates, 55 Whcolor St 
t-amoraflfje, iitx:ir»», /April, 1971, s>t:,, 

*/M.oy nuhlin roy..;orlin<i, V7indowr; on Day Car.- CiMy. 
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TADLE 1.18 
FOR^*AL EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 
OP PROVIDERS RESPONSIBLE FOR CHILD CARE 

PROGRAMS 


• 

Years in School 


Center 
Directors 
(n«15) 


Family 
Day Care 
Providers 
(ne28) 


In-Home 

PjTOvidoir 

(n»«i) 


Less than twelve years 
High school graduate/ 
GED 

Some college or voca- 
tional education 
Two year dcgree/AA 
Collecjo graduate 
Master's degree 
Other 


7% 

20% 

20% 
7% 
27% 
20% 
0 


32% 

36% 

32% 
0 
0 
0 
0 


48% 

33% 

19% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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TABLE 1.19 
PERCENT OP HOME CARE PROVIDERS 
WITH TRAINING RELATED TC WORKING WITH CHILDREN. 
AND THE SOURCE OP TRAINING 


Training 


Family 
Day Care 
Providers 
(n=28) 


In-Home 
Provider 

(n^?A ) 


Yes, have had training 


21% 


43% 


Training Source: 
In School 
Church 
Scouts/4 H 

Other special child 

dovolopmcnt classes 
By being a mother 
Other 


29^ 
14Z 
29% 

17% 

0 
ll'i 


44?. 
11 'i 
0 

11% 
11?. 
22^ 


^1)03 4 





TABLE 1.20 
A PROFILE OP SAMPLED CENTER DIRECTORS 
FORMAL EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS IN 

IDAHO 



Contcr Dirc?c;tors* 
Dogrco/Major 



Master's Doqroo 
Spani«?h 

Child Dcvelopmont 
Special Education 

Bachelor's Decree a 

Secondary Education 
Elementary Education 

Early Childhood Education 
Sor t e Col lego 
High nchool/GKD 
Le«?r> Than High School 
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i?? % Twenty-one percent of the family day caro providors 
t^L ll m-homc caregivers said thnt th^y hav<. hnd 

experience related to working iith children 
«no^?^i "v??^}""^'^' church, through Scouts, or other 
oSn chhS^oi '^Jv^i^Pn^^'^t classes or experience with thoir 
own children. Tais roughly parallels the Kogional avoracie 
for in-home caregivers (45?.) and is considerably lowc r 2han 
the average for family day care providers (43%). 

not^h'vo"L^h'' majority of home caregivers are women who co 
not huyo much cxporxence in other occupations. Thcv do not 

Uon. '(Ta^JriSaf othe^occupa' 

, V t.^:!^®^' ^^'^y instances, they have not 

recently worked outside of the home (Table 1.21). Many of 
the family day care providers expressed a lack of confidonco 
tSe'/^^'l.e? ^^.^^-^'^.^^^cupations outside of the home br cau^o Sf 
their lack of prior experience. Most of the family day raro 
providers seemed secure in providing care for children and 

PrS^igf^^'^r^^ ^^^^y ^^"'^ t^J^^ ^^^^ o? tSeir oi;n cMldron 
Providing day care in their hones made it possible to have ^ 

greaLr"sa?Lfac^ home wUh their^wn chnd?en!%; e 

Iccuoation I ^"""^^y ^""^ ^'^'^^ providers with their 

2?^"??^:^'^ m-homo caregivers reflects this preference 

*».nctccn percent of Idaho's family day care provider- 
sampled said they would rather be doiSg some?hinq o^hcr thnn 
providing child care, while 24% of the in°hororcLraivore 
would prefer to be doing something else. ?hil is the Rooion.i 
average for family day care providers aAd slighUy lowe?^^hSn 
the Kegional average, 31%, for in-home providers. 

Table 1.22 displays the major reasons given by tho providorn 
in tho various nettings for undertaking chi Id care a r. an 

t :?L^r;norhL'"?lrl^ ailrectors entcr^d'cnro 

intornolL ^"i^ ^" ^ ^^"^^ center and becoming 

interested in providing center care as a profession Familv 

Shicrwor^r^^^^^ oxpross<>d a variety of Reasons? .^monq ^ 
which were reasons relating to tho need for care /tnd com- 

^S"" t^''^^ children. In-home providers? onTho 
other hand, began providing care as a favor for a friend or 
relative, because they liked to work with children and? 
primarily, because they needed the income. Many in^ c^c^ 

a siTorrwhtr ''TS ^^^^'^ ^^'J^ school for only 

iob AnXMi"" ''''^ t° fi"^ anothor typo of 
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TABLE 1.21 

HOME CARE PROVIDERS* PREVIOUS JOB EXPERIENCE AND 
ATTITUDES ABOUT PROVIDING CHILD CARE 



Would you rather be doing something other than providing 
cnxXa care? ^ 



Family Day 
Caro Homos 



Yes 



19% 



In-Home 
Providers 

Yes 24% 



What were you doing before you began operating a day care 
home or providing in-home care? y « uay care 



Family Day 
Care Homes 



Wbrking 30% 
Unemployed 70% 



In-Home 
Providers 

40% 
60%* 



*20% were in school/training. 
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TABLE 1,22 
HOW PROVIDERS ENTERED 


Cllluu CARE 




Major Reason 
For Choosing to be 
a Child Care Provider 


Center 
Directors 
(n«15) 


j Family 
Child Caro 
Providers 
{n«28) 


In-Home 
Provider 
(n«li9) 


College preparation 


27% 




— 


Took a job in a c^tnter 
ana jLiiced it 


33% 






Like to work with child- 
ren 


7% 


43% 


29% 


Referred to a vacant 
position 


20% 






Needed care for my own 
children 


7% 


32% 




Needed the income 






48% 


Wanted companions for my 
o%m children 




18% 




Did it as a favor for a 
friend or relative 




14% 


5% 



e 
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1.6 PROVIDERS* WORKING CONDITIONS 



1.6.1 Staff/Child Ratios 

The 1971 study by Abt Associates of exomplary child care 
programs, concluded that staff /child ratios provide a key 
indicator of the "warmth" of the center,* The Abt study 
noted that centers that had lower ratios of staff to 
children, e.g., 1:3 to 1:5, provided a "warmer" atmosphere 
of interaction than those with higher ratios. This finding 
is corroborated by the work of Elizabeth Prescott** and 
June Solnit Sale*** in the family day care situation. Sale 
finds that three to five, depending on the family day care 
provider, is evidently the optimal number of children, 
particularly when one or more is an infant or toddler. 
Above that, the individual child gets lost in the shuffle 
and below it, he may receive too little stimulation. Sale 
also makes an interesting point, which UNCO's field experi- 
ence confirms, namely that roost of the family day care 
providers are aware of their own limitations and are self- 
regulatory in the niamber of children they care for. This 
may result in their caring for fewer children than they arc 
licensed for, or feeling frustrated by their licensed limi- 
tation on the number of children for which they can provide 
care. 



TABLE 1.23 
AVERAGE STAPF/CIIILD RATIOS IN 
IDAHO DAY CARE SETTINGS 


Average ratio of adult/children 


Centers 


Family Day 
Care Homers 


In- homo 
Caro 


ItlO 


1:3 


1:3.3 



*Abt Associates, Op. Cit. 

**Proscott, E. and E. Jones. An Institutional Analysis of Day 
Care Programs, Part II, Group Day Care: The Growth of an 
Institution, (Pasadena, Calif.: Pacific Oaks College, 1970). 

***Calc, Juno Solnit, Open tho Door... See the Pooplc, (P^incmona, 
Ccilif.: Pacific Oako College, 1972) p. 24. 
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JL^^V Proscott nro right, then the family and in- 

homo day care settings in Idaho more frequently provide the 

^taff/chiid ratio than docs the typically higher ratio 

^ri-r.crvic Q Training Opportunities for Providorn 

Uoc.mt; r.tudies report that formal training is not noccKsarily 
a good indox of a caregiver's potential or compt toncc. One- 
study notod that informal moasuros of interest and socially 
agreeable, personality traits assessed by interviowfi apncarod 
more promising.* m the Pacific Oaks project, they found the 
11'!^' eagerness to learn- , to be more valuable than "formal 
training in helping family care providers provide quality care.* 

willingness to learn is not enough to assure 
^^ttt^l care, there must be opportunities available where 
Ea?fv S '^i''*'?- "^^^ experience of the Massachusetts 

^^^^J-*''^ Project suggests that Uie availability of a 
2h^ ^iiJ^??"^*^® training program is at least as important as 
the staff's formal educational background. 

"In child caro, it seems to be important for ^i-^ff 
to have opi>ortmiitie& to share and reflect on their 
exporjonccs in the center together; to loam now 
activities, and to find answers to their questions 
about the children."*** 

li' A^'t'l''^: -^'^ availability of opportunitiof. for carocjivor« 
• f • experiences on a regular basis is an important 

element in assuring quality care, then family day care and 
in-home providers are categorically at a disadvantage in 
Idaho due to their isolation from other persons providing child 
care and their lack of ongoing in-service help. ''''^"^''^ ^^'^^^ 

^^^^^ centers sampled, 20% of the directors said that 
aS^^f r'''^''^ in-service training for their staff members, 
about 16t fewer centers than the Regional average (Table 1.24). 

AdSl?n^w''rrH*?TV''^''„,^°V^^^' Problem of Selecting 

Mof».Mi • ^^ll^.^^'''' Training Program; A Descriptive* and 
Mothodo^^^^^^ Child care Ounrterly. Vol.1, Ko.l, 

**Sa]t:f;, f^.tv p. 13. 

****'n, il.j ('.,,.. ill tU:ir..i<'hxir.t't tr.i Th«- ]-ui,l i<- Jn spon:: i I, i l . f v- 
I«.prji,!i.,t by IK-CjiCA, p. 52. i'/*-. 
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ON-T..E-J0P SUPPORT AVAmoLE TO DAV CAKE CENTER STAPES 



PS?2ho?og" <'<'^°l°P»«"t. or child 

carcgL^?%^J;|?-^- t-i"^"^ program for 
Formal in-sor\'ico training 
informal in-service training 

TOTAL: 

Frequency of center staff meetings: 
At least once a week 
Every two weeks 
Monthly 
Unscheduled 

General staff meetings not held 

TOTAL: 

s^aff training is offered to 

etcf). consultants, workshops. 

Agency which administers Federal funds 
has offered staff training. 

Center staff has paid leave for staff 
training outside the center. 

training^ ''''^ ^^"""^ 
Yes, all staff 
Yes, selected staff 



Centers 
(n«i5) 



13^ 



20?. 
60V. 



57Z 
V* 
0 
36% 
0 



sn 



21'i 



40Z 



3 4^0 



Ml m mum 



The Rpyionii] profile 
contorr, (9^,. mentors rather than privntoj fo?-1 ^'^*^<*te. 



1.6.3 



jwenty-ono percent 



c3 somo 
-or the othor 




^ithouqh day c irr^^ ~ ^ 

work nir,u4 r ^^^^c coiuior «st-.rr ^ 

or th.. tiu;.]r>..,.,.. 
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TABLE 
EMPLOYEE 


1.26 

BENEFITS 




• 




Employee 


or ^onvorD wnoco 
s Receive lionefitr. 
(n«ii>) 


Workman's Compensation 






73% 


State Unemployment Insurance 






87% 


Health Insurance 






47% 


Life Insurance 






13% 


Retirement Program 








Paid Vacation 






53% 


Paid Sick Leave 






53% 


Paid Leave for Staff 
Training 






40% 


Tuition Assistance 






18% 
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1.7 
7.1 




Given the i 

center— fr;;»'^?f number of ^h,-,^ 

center " to '"oie thf^ s<=«Tod i„ » ^ 

shins wh- 5^ and paren^o T^" 100— it " * "^ay care 

l-afa^^^ f ^''■■'"cSf theTL''^^ 

---S^ ri«e\ s 

SE:^^1V- ^^^^^^^^^ " 

&„^f^,--o conto.= ..... 
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A PROFILE OP cnrrn ^-27 



Parent Council/Advisory Group 
I'aronts on Center or Agency Board 

Parents Hired as staff 

Parent Volunteers 

»o Porinal Parent Involvement 



Centers 



to 



screen and Hire Center Director 
screen other staff Applicants 
Advise staff i„ 

"^°Ji^?er'-'-«. supplies, etc, 
P-iodically Evaluate Center Program 
'^"rtl.Tl Applications for 

Review Parent Grievances 
°''par:^^f^"=°'^ for 
Sot Center Policy 



271 
20% 
27% 

33% 
33% 

20% 
13% 

13% 
100% 
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Parent Conf oronffr^o 



Informal/Unplanned (i g • 

off time) Pick-up or d.op^ 

Formal Group Conference ^ less th«« . . 

-^^ss than one/month 
Formal Group Conference - at l«.c^ 
_ « at least one/month 

Individual Parent r^n^r^ 

month ^""^"^ Conference - less than one/ 

"^^^nlS^^ ^--t conference ^ at least one/ 

"^^^^^-^^^^^^^^ as requested hy 

Informal Pa^^myoi^^,,,, 



Porcont of 
Con tors 



13% 
7% 
60% 



Are parents encouraged to . 

and participate ?n'c:?e"a\''e";„?^|r"- 

t^^'in^o^^^^^^^ newsletter 
program changes, e^c.f''''^^ schedule, 

-ch^^fsm"^^^^^^^^ or other 

make suggcsUonsf otc??''^'''^^'^^ 

I>o you have outside sor^4.i 

«oine Of the parent^ if ^ith 
enrolled in thTce^ter? 

""'^ha? havo\oc^r?L"^^^ 

parent invorvement?^^ ^ ^^^"^^ of 

you havo any wri^^ .r.,. 
anco procodtare?^^'-'' ^^^^^^ griev- 



Percent of 
Center Directors 
££S£onrUnq«Yes" 

80% 



60% 



27% 



3U 
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TAW.E 1.29 

THREE OPEKATIKC PROEiLEMS MENTIONED MOST PKEQUENTLY 

BY CENTER DIRECTORS 



Center Directors 
(n=12) 

50% 

33% 

50% 



TABLE X.30 

MAJOR PROBLEMS IN CENTER-PARENT RELATIONS 


Problem Areas 


Percent of Directors 
Mentioning it as Problem 
(n«12) 


Late payment of fees 


62% 


Late pick-up 


29% 


Different ideas on diiscipXine 


14% 


Bringing sick children for care 


21% 


Lack of notification of absences 


29% 



Problems 
Inadequate or limited resources 
Inadequate facility or equipment 
Staffing problems 
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Ccinnot cifford to 5 "^^^^ "'^^'^e low -ni... 
«ith'p.ii°^„Pf°J^;-»^ Which contor directors h.d • 

^« tho Region (Table 



The major source 

-^-VSri^^^^^^^^^ t^hTX^^^ -Viae.. 

^ ^a;:I!2»!2_Iiovidc^;n 

pSL?/'^™ily" A"'r?,3^S, J^^y for .Hi, , 

children they oaJe """^ ^" Idaho aro rei >'-rr.< ni 

— .o. 30^ca^?r5,^-a.erprS^r^^-- 

Among the add k ""^"^l 
A particular -fr«« J-.j^). 
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TABLE 1.31 
A PROFILE OP FAMILY DAY CARE PROVIDERS 
RELATIONS WITH PARENTS 



IcnUw none of the children's parents. ^ 
^^from ?o*'^o^^ ''''f® mothers estimated that they spend 
time v^ith parents each day?^ ""^^ ^^^'^^ 

^^pa?ents%f^vi^L'^^^K^^^*' "^^^^"^^ ^^^'^V encourage 
orSlfr'chulJ^A.'^''""'^" participate in the Lre 

^^di^L^o^^.K^'^^^^ providers make a point to 

or^^hav^^rSi^^^^^^ d^eJo^L^t 

^^''cl^e^n^^^;?^'''''''' ^^^^'^ problems which family d^v . 
care providers experienced in relations with parents: 

Percent of Providers 
Naming Problem 

Late payment of fees 
Late pick-up time 
Different ideas in discipline 
Bring sick children for care 

SS" ^ e?^ify if going to be absent Hi 
No problems at all *'»«nt 7% 
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TABL£ 1.32 

A PROFILE OP RELATIONS BETWEEN IN-IIOMB PROVIDERS AND PARENTS 



^^PortL^^'^r^"";^''"*'' providers caring for cliildron with 
Pedcr«il funds arc relatives of the children. 

^^!hf ^^"^ in-home providers care for the children in 
the parents' own home. 

^^luZi^^"^ parents located and hired the in-^hone provider 
thoroselvcs rather than being referred by an agency! 

In addition to their child care services to parents, those 
providers who work in the parents' home p?ov!Se ^he 
following homemaker-type services routinely: (n«21) 



Light housework 
Cooking for thd family 
Heavy cleaning 
Laundry and/or ironing 



29% 
19ft 
5% 
10% 



The f on owing wore in-home providers' major problems in 
relations with parents: (n«21) woA^ms an 



Late payment of fees 
Work hours 

Different ideas on discipline 
Other miscellaneous 
No problems 



Percent of Providerr* 
N^imimi Problom 



5%. 
5% 
0 

5% 
91% 
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"J were n2t_satlsfied. * s_atisflod . 

If you had a choics 

pre-schoolers. whaJ ZP"" °^ ^are for your 4«* . 
ences? three types would Jour prof e?f 



2. * A litter is Z f«lative) 

3. Hoadstart ^ fnon-relative) 

oti^r lhl?d?c-n""' than 12 

ott"^ cSf?d?|„'""' "it" fewer than « 

7. '^L7^'^^^^->Prl^^^^^ 



iSt 2nd 3ro 



18% 


10% 


0 


30% 


36^ 


20% 




0 


n 


30% 


91 


10% 


0 


0 
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Firty pr»rcont of tho parents ucinq l«-homo cm* in 
Idaho woro -very satisfied- with their aituation, while 
2.» A— more than the Kogional average — were "not sati sf iod'* . 

VJhon parontc were asked to choose the typo of day caro out of 
all pocaible typor, they would prefer for their pro-nchoo3f'rs, 
the greatest percentage — 21% uaid they would prcftir cither a 
relative- or non-rolativo sitter in their own homo. The nc»xt 
larycnt proportion— 36^ said they would prefer to r.tay homo and 
care for the infant/pre-schooler. 

8 SUMMARY OF PKOVIPm PROBLKMS 



1 Center Problems 



The overriding problem mentioned by day care center diroctor-^ 
was a lack of adcscjuate funds to do what they feel should be 
done in order o provide high quality-care for children, 
although the directors* opinions abou- what constitutes high- 
quality care differ, a strong concern about quality care was 
unavftrr.'il. 

The lack of money to hire what they fuel is an adequate number 
of staff, or to be able to pay enough to keep good staff 
members when they have them, frustrated most directors inter- 
viewed. 

Non-profit center. «; encounter many problems resulting from 
their sharing facilities with other organizatiouK; and 
director?; wore discouraged by their inability to afford 
facility improvements and large equipment for thcco programn. 

Many directors mentioned the need for good in-f;ervice jriaff 
training and more help with developmental aspects of carr- in 
their protirams. Again, staff time constraints— related to 
money constraints— stand in the way. 

In general center directors were very understanding about the 
financial problems facing the low and middle income ojnployed 
parents whose children were in their centers. This senr.jtivilv 
made the directors' own problems over their inability to 
afford a more adequate program even more frustrating*. 

The di rectors interviewed, whose programs all reeoiv sf.iiu* 
pctrcffit of Wu 'n op«--rating exp*!nr:« j; inm M iM* .nxl F.-d.-ral 
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Federal bureaucracy which connintonL.ly made late pnymonii;. 
. hold up grants, or withdrew formerly available funda. 

The unpredictability of funds — from whatovoi: source — is 
♦ a major stumbling block in tho planning and delivery of 

quality child care* 



i.8,2 Homo Care Problems 



Family day care homo providers also mention tho unpredict- 
ability and inadequacy of income as a major problem, whotlior 
the reH|x)nsibili ty for payment is the state welfare depart- 
ment's or tho parents. 

Parent-related problems aJso caused concern, particularly 
when parents were not reliable about drop-off or pick-up 
times, notifying providers when children are to be absent, 
not supplying adequate clothing or diapers, etc. Generally 
the family day care providers have children of their own 
and when the parents of children in care are not reliable, 
this adds to the provider's burden during her already long 
day (average 10 hours) . The unrelieved 10 hour day of 
providing child care leaves little enough time for the 
provider's own errands and family concerns. As suggested 
earlier, a system of homes with a floating relief staff 
person would be a great help to these providers in arranging 
their personal time. 

There is a serious need for low-cost liability insurance to 
be available to all home care providers. The potential for 
lawsuit against th<»so primarily unprotected providers is very 
real. Such coverage should be mandatory and made available 
through a low cost group plan. 

The myriad of personal parent problems with which homo care 
providtTs are faced suggest that there is a need for closer 
relations between the caseworkers, providers, and parcints. 
Many problems with schedules, late emergencies, child 
custody battles, etc. must be handled by the provider. There 
should be a caseworker available to the provider and parent 
to relieve this burden. 

When a provider is not paid because a parent has not reported 
to work or training or because of state delays in payment, a 
formal grievance procedure should bo available. Thin pro- 
cedure should hf: developed by the states for tho bt^not ii of 
all day care providers who arc paid by tho state for child 
c«i re . 



ERIC 



46 



e con AYiuiM 



Of ton home care providers hnvo questions on some aspect of 
child care or about how to handle certain behaviors. Thoy 
would like to have some help with those questions, but there 
is no training or on-the-spot assistance available to thorn. 
Few home providers perceive the caseworkers as a rosourco 
for questions they have about child care. 

In summary, the linkages betwoon the state liconning acK»nf?y 
and home care providers are weak. There is littlo r>up\>f>r{: 
or asiiir.tance given providern after licensing, Arcaa wliich 
need state attention arc small business counseling for 
providers, improved casework services to parents, provider 
grievance procedures, and provider training. 
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